
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE | 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. | 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


10/652,114 


08/29/2003 


Jay K. Bass 


10004187-3 


1844 



7590 01/18/2007 

AGILENT technologies, INC. 
Intellectual Property Administration 
Legal Department, DL429 
P. O. Box 7599 
Loveland, CO 80537-0599 



EXAMINER 



FORMAN, BETTY J 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



1634 



SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD OF RESPONSE 



MAIL DATE 



DELIVERY MODE 



3 MONTHS 01/18/2007 PAPER 

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire 6 MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev. 10/06) 



/ 





Application No. 

10/652,114 


Applicant(s) 

BASSETAL 


Examiner 

BJ Forman 


Art Unit 

1634 





— Tho MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 24 October 2006 . 
2a)|3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonmal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under £x parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 30-49 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 40-43 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 30-39 and 44-49 is/are rejected. 
/)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) . are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: 3)0 accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or fonm PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 11 9 
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2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) S Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) [II information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) [U Interview Summary {PTO-413) 

Paper No{s)/Mall Date. . 

5) n Notice of Informal Patent Application 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Ofnce Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 200701 10 



Application/ Control Number: 10/652, 1 14 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1634 

FINAL ACTION 
Status of the Claims 

1. This action is in response to papers filed 24 October 2006 in which the title was 
amended and claims 30, 32-33, 35-38, 44-46, 48-49 were amended. The amendments have 
been thoroughly reviewed and entered. The previous objections and rejections in the Ofl&ce 
Action dated 4 August 2006, not reiterated below, are withdrawn in view of the amendments. 
Applicant's arguments have been thoroughly reviewed and are discussed below as they apply to 
the instant grounds for rejection. New grounds for rejection, necessitated by the amendments, 
are discussed. 

Claims 30-39 and 44-49 are under prosecution. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shcdl conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly clsdming the subject matter which the applicant regeirds as his invention. 

3. Claims 44-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claims 44-49 are indefinite in Claim 44, (b), line 2 for the recitation ''each manifold" 
because the recitation lacks proper antecedent basis in "a manifold" of step (a), line 3. The 
phrase "each manifold" refers to more than one manifold. However, step (a) only defines a 
single ''a" manifold. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shedl be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 30-31, 33 rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
altemative, imder 35 U.S.C. 103(^ as obvious over Blanchard (WO 98/41531, published 24 
September 1998). 

Regarding Claim 30, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopolymer array synthesis 
(Fig. 5), the apparatus comprising a plurality of flow cells (page 74, line 32-page 75, 20), the 
flow cells comprising a chamber (#80, fig. 9) and a holder for the support (plate #70) wherein 
the support is a flat glass (page 57, lines 5-13) and the array comprises a plurality of 
biopolymer features in a pattem on the surface (2-d array, page 57, lines 5-7). Blanchard 
further discloses the apparatus comprising a fluid dispensing station in fluid commxmication 
with the flow ceUs (inlets in communication with solvent containers via valves and tubing, page 
66, lines 2-12) a station for monomer addition, (print head assembly #24) and a mechanism for 
moving a support to and from the monomer addition station and a flow cell (scanning 
transport, #22 and treating transport #23) wherein the mechanism comprises a robotic arm 
(computer controUed transport arms, page 74, lines 8-3 1) and a holding element comprising a 
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grasping element (grooved vacuum chuck , page 61, lines 21r32 and page 66, line 25-page 67, 
line 8). 

Regarding Claim 31, Blanchard teaches the apparatus comprises a controller for 
controlled movement of the mechanism (computer controlled transport arms, page 74, lines 8- 
31). 

Regarding Claim 33, Blanchard teaches the apparatus viierein the flow cells comprise 
inlet and outlet ports (#83 & #84, Fig. 5). 

The preceding rejection is based on judicial precedent following In re Fitzgerald, 205 
USPQ 594 because Blanchard is silent with regard to the transporter moving the support from 
one flow cell to another. However, the transporting mechanism recited in Claim 30 is deemed 
to be inherent in the multi-flow-cell device and transporters for moving supports into and out 
of the flow ceUs via x, y, z movement (page 66, lines 13-20). Because the transporters have 
the ability to move supports into and out of the flow ceUs, whether the transporters move the 
same or different supports in and out of different flow ceUs (i.e. from one flow ceU to another) 
woidd be a matter of operator choice (i.e. use) but would not alter the structure of transporters. . 
The claim is drawn to a device and the courts have stated that a device is defined by its 
structure i.e. "recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended 
to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus" if the 
prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex parte Masham, 2 
USPQ2d 1647 (Ed. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). Because Blanchard teaches the structural 
requirements for moving supports into and out of multiple flow ceUs, Blanchard teaches aU the 
structural elements required by the claim. 

Alternatively, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skfll in the art at the time 
the claimed invention was made to provide the transporters of Blanchard with the ability to 
move a support from one flow cell to the next because the supports, when posiidoned within the 
flow cells, are exposed to various solvents and reagents for rinsing, oxidation, deprotection 
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(page 58, lines 1-12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skiU to dedicate a flow 
cell for each reagent and provide means for moving supports to and from the different flow cells 
for reagent-specific treatment. For example, if a flow ceU was dedicated to providing the 
rinsing solution, the outlet port covild be. directly coupled to a waste reservoir whfle a flow cell 
that provides a reusable solution e.g. for oxidation or deprotection, the outlet port could be 
adapted for recycling of that solution. 

The burden is on applicant to show that the claimed (property X) is either different or 
non-obvious over that of Blanchard. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. Claims 34 and 39 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Blanchard (WO 98/41531, pubKshed 24 September 1998) in view of Goldberg et al (5,959,098, 
issued 28 September 1999). 

Regarding Claims 34 and 39, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopolymer array 
synthesis (Fig. 5), the apparatus comprising a plurality of flow ceUs (page 74, line 32-page 75, 
20), the flow cells comprising a chamber (#80, fig. 9) and a holder for the support (plate #70) 
wherein the support is a flat glass (page 57, lines 5- 13) and the array comprises a plurality of 
biopolymer features in a pattern on the siuface (2-d array, page 57, lines 5-7). Blanchard 
further discloses the apparatus comprising a fluid dispensing station in fluid communication 
with the flow cells (inlets in communication with solvent containers via valves and tubing, page 
66, lines 2-12) a station for monomer addition, (print head assembly #24) and a mechanism for 
moving a support to and from the monomer addition station and a flow cell (scanning 
transport, #22 and treating transport #23) wherein the mechanism comprises a robotic arm 
(computer controlled transport arms, page 74, lines 8-3 1) and a holding element comprising a 
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grasping element (grooved vacuum chuck , page 61, lines 21-32 and page 66, line 25-page 67, 
line 8). Blanchard teaches the claimed fluidic station and monomer addition station in 
communication with a manifold but is silent regarding a manifold in fluidic commvmication 
with the flow cell. However, manifold communication with flow ceUs for deUveiy of different 
reagents for biopolymer synthesis was well known and routinely practiced in the art at the time 
the claimed invention was made as taught by Goldberg et al (Column 27, lines 12-33). 
Goldberg teaches that this differential reagent delivery permits batch processing (Column 27, 
lines 13-15) thereby improves efficiency (Column 24, Unes 10-14). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary sldll in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to apply the 
manifold suppljdng differential reagent delivery taught by Goldberg to the apparatus of 
Blanchard. One of ordinary sldll in the art would have been motivated to do so for the 
expected benefit of batch processing and efficiency advantages taught by Goldberg (Column 24, 
lines 10-14). 

7. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over Blanchard (WO 
98/41531, published 24 September 1998) in view of Hilhnan et al (U.S. Patent No. 4,856,456, 
issued 15 August 1989). 

Regarding Claim 32, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopol}aner array synthesis 
(Fig. 5), wherein the apparatus comprise a holding element comprising a grasping element 
(grooved vacuum chuck , page 61, lines 2 1-32 and page 66, line 25-page 67, line 8) but is 
silent regarding finger-like projections on the vacuum chuck. However, vacuum chucks 
having finger-like projections were weU known in the art of substrate processing as taught by 
Hillman et al. 

Hillman teaches a device for treating a substrate surface vAierein the substrate is 
positioned using a vacuum chuck (#104) having fingers (#152) wherein the fingers enhance the 
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sealing between the substrate and vacuum chuck (Column 9, lines 1-9). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to modify 
the vacuum chuck of Blanchard by adding the fingers of Hillman. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to do so for the expected benefit of improved sealing of 
substrate as taught by Hillman (Column 9, lines 1-9). 



8. Claims 35-38 are rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Blanchard 
(WO 98/41531, published 24 September 1998) in viewof Nokihara(U.S. Patent No. 5,362,447, 
issued 8 November 1994). 

Regarding Claims 35-38, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopolymer array 
synthesis wherein the flow cells have an outiet but does not teach a piirification system in 
communication with the outlet. However, automated synthesizers having colutmi purification 
systems and sensors attached to flow cell outiets were well known in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made as taught by Nokihara. 

NokLhara teaches the apparatus v^erein expensive and toxic reagents are recycled via a 
pvirification column (Column 4, lines 19-27) in communication with a sensor (pH sensor, 
Column 3, lines 58-67) valve switch (Column 4, lines 28-33) and holding chamber (e.g. firaction 
collector F, Colimm 3, lines 1-11). Nokihara teaches the purification system reduces costs by 
^'significantiy* reduces the amovmt of starting material consumed and enviroimientally 
destructive waste produced (Column 4, lines 34-44). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to apply the sensor and 
purification system in the synthesizer of Nokihara to the synthesizer of Blanchard. One of 
ordinary skiU in the art would have been motivated to do so for the expected benefits of 
reducing costs by "significantiy reducing the amount of starting material consimied and 
environmentally destructive waste produced (Column 4, lines 34-44). 
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9. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being iinpatentable over Blanchard (WO 
98/41531, published 24 September 1998) in viewof Kedar (U.S. Patent No. 6,165,778, issued 
26 December 2000). 

Regarding Claim 38, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopol3aner array synthesis, 
wherein the apparatus comprises detecting conditions within the flow cells (Fig. 14 and page 
75, lines 1-7) but is silent regarding a sensor in fluid communication with an outlet. However, 
Kedar teaches an apparatus for array s}mthesis v^erein the apparatus comprises a sensor in 
fluid communication with the outlet (#1 1 lS-1 19S, Column 74, lines 46-56 and Colunm 77, 
lines 35-46) wherein the sensor determines a condition of the reagents (e.g. presence, absence 
or data) communicates with the controUer, which also conunimicates with the valves. 

The claim further recites an intended use for the sensor and controller i.e. that the 
sensor communicates with a valve to direct fluid reagent to a flow cell or to wastes. However, 
the recitation of intended use does not further define the structure of the apparatus. 

10. Claims 44, 46-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over 
Blanchard (WO 98/41531, pubUshed 24 September 1998) in view of Goldberg et al (5,959,098, 
issued 28 September 1999) and Nokihara (U.S. Patent No. 5,362,447, issued 8 November . . 
1994). 

Regarding Claims 44, 46-49, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopol3aner array 
synthesis (Fig. 5), the apparatus comprising a plurality of flow cells (page 74, line 32-page 75, 
20), the flow cells comprising a chamber (#80, fig. 9) and a holder for the support (plate #70) 
wherein the support is a flat glass (page 57, lines 5-13) and the array comprises a plurality of 
biopolymer features in a pattern on the surface (2-d array, page 57, lines 5-7). Blanchard 
further discloses the apparatus comprising a fluid dispensing station in fluid commimication 
with the flow ceUs (inlets in communication with solvent containers via valves and tubing, page 
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66, lines 2-12) a station for monomer addition, (print head assembly #24) and a mechanism for 
moving a support to and from the monomer addition station and a flow cell (scanning 
transport, #22 and treating transport #23) wherein the mechanism comprises a robotic arm 
(computer controlled transport arms, page 74, lines 8-3 1) and a holding element comprising a 
grasping element (grooved vacuum chuck , page 61, lines 21-32 and page 66, line 25-page 67, 
line 8). Blanchard teaches the claimed fluidic station and monomer addition station in 
communication with a manifold but is silent regarding a manifold in fluidic commvinication 
with the flow cell. However, manifold commimication with flow cells for delivery of different 
reagents for biopolymer synthesis was well known and routinely practiced in the art at the time 
the claimed invention was made as taught by Goldberg et al (Column 27, lines 12-33). 
Goldberg teaches that this d^erential reagent deUveiy permits batch processing (Column 27, 
lines 13-15) thereby improves efficiency (Column 24, lines 10-14), It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinaiy skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to apply the 
manifold supplying differential reagent delivery taught by Goldberg to the apparatus of 
Blanchard. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so for the 
expected benefit of batch processing and efficiency advantages taught by Goldberg (Colimm 24, 
lines 10-14). Blanchard and Goldberg do not teach a purification system and sensor in 
communication with the outlet. However, automated synthesizers having column purification 
systems and sensors attached to flow ceU outlets were weU known in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made as taught by Nokihara. 

Nokihara teaches the apparatus wherein expensive and toxic reagents are recycled via a 
purification column (Coluimi 4, lines 19-27) in communication with a sensor (pH sensor, 
Coliumi 3, lines 58-67) valve switch (Column 4, lines 28-33) and holding chamber (e.g. firaction 
coUector F, Coliuon 3, lines 1-11). Nokihara teaches the purification system reduces costs by 
"significantly* reduces the amount of starting material consumed and environmentally 
destructive waste produced (Column 4, lines 34-44). It woxild have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to apply the sensor and 
purification system in the synthesizer of Nokihara to the synthesizer of Blanchard and/ or 
Goldberg. One of ordinaiy sktU in the art would have been motivated to do so for the expected 
benefits of reducing costs by "significantly^ reducing the amount of starting material consumed 
and environmentally destructive waste produced (Coltmm 4, lines 34-44). 



11. Claim 45 is rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being vinpatentable over Blanchard (WO 
98/41531, published 24 September 1998) in view of Goldberg et al (5,959,098, issued 28 
September 1999) and Nokihara (U.S. Patent No. 5,362,447, issued 8 November 1994) as 
applied to Claim 44 above and further in view of Hillman et al (U.S. Patent No. 4,856,456, 
issued 15 August 1989). 

Regarding Claim 45, Blanchard discloses an apparatus for biopolymer array synthesis 
(Fig. 5), wherein the apparatus comprise a holding element comprising a grasping element 
(grooved vacuimi chuck, page 61, lines 21-32 and page 66, line 25-page 67, line 8) but is silent 
regarding finger-like projections on the vacuimi chuck. However, vacuum chucks having 
finger-like projections were well known in the art of substrate processing as taught by Hillman 
etal. 

Hillman teaches a device for treating a substrate surface wherein the substrate is 
positioned using a vacuum chuck (#104) having fingers (#152) wherein the fingers enhance the 
sealing between the substrate and vacuum chuck (Column 9, lines 1-9). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was made to modify 
the vacuum chuck of Blanchard by adding the fingers of HiUman. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to do so for the expected benefit of improved sealing of 
substrate as taught by Hillman (Column 9, lines 1-9). 
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Double Patenting 

12. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the ''right to exclude** granted by a patent and to prevent 
possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least 
one examined application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim{s) because 
the examined application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the 
reference claim(s). See, e.g.. In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 11 F.Sd 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In reLongi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Omum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application, or claims an invention made as. a result of activities undertaken 
within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attomey or agent of record may sagn a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

• 13. Claims 30-31, 33-34, 39 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness- type double patenting as being xmpatentable over claims 23-28 of copending 
Application No. 10/ 172,470. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because both sets of claims are drawn to flow ceU devices 
comprising a flow cell housing a substrate, flmd dispensing manifold, stations for reagent 
delivery and mechanical means for moving the support. The claim sets merely dififer in that 
the '470 claims are further drawn to a vacuimi source. However, the instant claim language 
"comprising^ encompasses the additional element of the '470 claims. 

This is a provisional obviousness- type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 



14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
OflSce action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). AppUcant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed vmtil after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened stiatutory period 
will expire on the date the advisoiy action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 . 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 



Conclusion 

14. No claim is allowed. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BJ Forman whose telephone number is (571) 272-0741. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 6:00 TO 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ram ShuMa can be reached on (571) 272-0735. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to (571) 272-0547. 

Patent applicants with problems or questions regarding electronic images that can be viewed in 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval system (PAIR) can now contact the USPTO's Patent Electronic 
Business Center (Patent EBC) for assistance. Representatives are available to answer your questions 
daily from 6 am to midnight (EST). The toll free number is (866) 217-9197. When calling please have your 
application serial or patent number, the type of document you are having an image problem with, the 
number of pages and the specific nature of the problem. The Patent Electronic Business Center will 
notify applicants of the resolution of the problem within 5-7 business days. Applicants can also check 
PAIR to confirm that the problem has been corrected. The USPTO's Patent Electronic Business Center is 
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a complete service center supporting all patent business on the Internet. The USPTO's PAIR system 
provides Internet-based access to patent application status and history information. It sdso enables 
applicants to view the scanned images of their own application file folder(s) as well as general patent 
information available to the public. 

For all other customer support, please call the USPTO Call Center (UCC) at 800-786-9199. 




BJ Foifti&i, Ph.D. 

Primary Examiner 
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January 11, 2007 



